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IN49-1 Comment noted.
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IN50-1 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of the rationale for discussing
future water uses in the FSEIS.

IN50-2 Comment noted.  The discussion in the FSEIS of Refined Alternative 6 includes
the purchase of land and water as part of an alternative to meet the water needs
of the Colorado Ute Tribes.  On balance, it was less environmentally preferred
than Refined Alternative 4.
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IN51-1 Comment noted.

IN51-2 The Lewis shale is highly weathered and fractured within 10-20 feet of the
surface in Ridges Basin valley, and becomes slightly weathered to fresh below
depths of 10-40 feet.  The Lewis Shale, as well as the Cliff House Sandstone
have very low permeability based on rock types and drill hole packer tests. 
Several potential reservoir seepage paths were studied (Geologic Design Data
Report G-500, 12/92) and results indicated losses will be small and will
normally only involve seepage through dam abutments at less than 50 gallons
per minute.

IN51-3 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of the elk community in
Ridges Basin.

IN51-4 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.
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IN52-1 The Preferred Alternative would provide both short and long-term benefits to
the local community and regional economy from project construction,
recreation, and potentially from future development of water uses by the
Colorado Ute Tribes (see Section 3.12). 

IN52-2 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of recreational impacts and
mitigation measures for the Animas River.
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IN53-1 Comment noted.
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IN54-1 See General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of recreational use and impacts.

IN54-2 General Comment No. 10 provides further information on hyrdology and the
impact of the ALP Project on the Animas River flows. The potential impacts to
the elk herd at Ridges Basin are discussed in General Comment No. 11.

IN54-3 There have been a number of detailed socio-economic analyses completed on
this project, all of which indicate a positive impact to the local economy. While
a high percentage of income to Durango is derived from tourism, there is no
indication this approaches near 80% of all revenue.  With respect to the impacts
to the rafting industry, please refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion
of the potential impacts to recreation from the project. As discussed in Chapter
3.12 of the FSEIS, this would be an average loss of $67,675 per year to the 
commercial rafting industry. To put this amount into perspective, the estimated
county-wide direct base income from tourism receipts in 1999 was 
$130,000,000. The impact due to loss of commercial rafting user days on the
tourism receipts of the county would be less than 0.01%. It is estimated that the
physical construction of Ridges Basin and support structures will have a seven-
year build out period and will create 878 direct, indirect and induced jobs (see
Chapter 3.12).  Based on the size of the local labor force, and the amount of
workers who would be involved in the construction of the ALP Project, there
would be a potential for an approximate 3.65% increase in the local labor force.
Reclamation does not believe this will result in significant stresses to local
social services. 

INDIVIDUALS IN54

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-100



1
2

3

4

IN55-1 The FSEIS identifies the impact of the loss of wildlife habitat and recommends
mitigation to compensate for this loss in Section 3.5.4.  Refer to the response to
General Comment No.11 for a discussion of potential impacts to elk, and
General Comment No. 5 for a discussion of bioaccumulation concerns. 

IN55-2 Please refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of potential
recreational impacts.

IN55-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost concerns. 

IN55-4 Refer to General Comment No. 3 for a discussion of project operation and
energy efficiencies. The selection of Refined Alternative 4 over Refined
Alternative 6 is based on many factors and reasons for this selection are
described in Chapter 5.
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IN56-1 Comment noted.

IN56-2 Comment noted.

IN56-3 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.

IN56-4 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of potential water uses.

IN56-5 Comment noted.

IN56-6 The purchase of land and water rights to meet water needs were evaluated, but
there are significant environmental, socioeconomic and reliability concerns with
a non-structural alternative.

IN56-7 The Settlement Act was intended to resolve outstanding water rights claims and
provide “wet water” to the signatories.  The No Action Alternative does not
meet the Government’s obligation to the Colorado Ute Tribes.
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IN57-1 Several non-structural alternatives were evaluated in detail in Chapters 2, 3, and
5.  Reclamation considered the practicability, potential environmental impacts,
feasibility and risk of each alternative, as well as the ability to meet the project
purpose and need.  Reclamation’s findings for each of these alternatives are
described in the FSEIS.  We found, that adequate water could be made available
to meet the water needs of the Colorado Ute Tribes from several of the
alternatives.  However, the varying ability of each alternative to supply the
necessary water with adequate reliability, as well as minimizing the potential
environmental impacts, were key determining factors in making our
recommendations.  Results from improvements in irrigation system efficiency
show that this is not a viable solution.  Please refer to Chapter 2, for a
discussion on the irrigation systems improvements.  The coordinated operation
of existing reservoirs and land-water right purchases have been incorporated
into Refined Alternative 6, a non-structural alternative, with a description of the
results provided in Section 2.5.2. 

IN57-2 Refer to General Comment No. 5 for a discussion of bioaccumulation, and No.
11 for elk migration issues and mitigation.
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IN57-3 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of potential impacts and
mitigation to recreation on the Animas River.

IN57-4 Refer to General Comment No. 12 concerning growth in the project region and
projected future water needs and uses. 

IN57-5 An alternative as suggested was developed as Alternative 8 and evaluated. This
evaluation is discussed in Chapter 2 of the FSEIS.  While the primary purpose of
the ALP Project is to satisfy the water right claims of the two Colorado Ute
Tribes, it also has as a purpose the development of M&I water for local
communities. Water allocations for the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and SJWC
have been a part of the ALP Project since its inception.
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IN58-1 Comments noted.  One of the driving forces behind the ALP Project is the
obligation of the federal government to meet the requirements to the Colorado
Ute Tribes as codified in the Settlement Act.  
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IN59-1 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.

IN59-2 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.

IN59-3 Comments noted.

IN59-4 Pumping from the Animas River would take place primarily during the high
flow months when the impact is the least.  Even in these months, the impacts
are small.  Animas River flows below Basin Creek are actually enhanced during
some periods of low flow by releases to downstream demands. 

IN59-5 Refer to General Comment No. 9 for a discussion of potential impacts to
threatened and endangered fish.
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IN60-1 Comment noted.
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IN61-1 Your letter demonstrates an in-depth understanding of the uncertainties

associated with the purchase of water rights under Refined Alternative 6. Much
of what you have stated has been presented in Volume 2, Attachment D, Water
Rights Consideration and Constraints, of the FSEIS. 

INDIVIDUALS IN61

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-108



INDIVIDUALS IN61

Monique M Scobey
Page IN-109



1 IN62-1 Comment noted.

INDIVIDUALS IN62

Monique M Scobey
Page IN 110



1

2

IN63-1 Reclamation's position on the appropriateness of a benefit-cost analysis for the
ALP Project is provided in General Comment No. 1.

IN63-2 Comment noted.  The distribution of water discussed in Section 2.1 of the
FSEIS includes both the existing allocations under the Settlement Act and
proposed allocations.  Reclamation is aware that legislation is under
consideration in Congress that could amend the Settlement Act.  The
environmental impacts discussed for future water uses were intended to comply
with NEPA and provide, to the extent possible, information on potential future
uses.  If and when any of these future water uses is implemented, it will be
subject to NEPA review, tiering off the ALP FSEIS.  Refer to General
Comment No. 6.
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IN63-3 See response to Comment IN 113-2.

IN63-4 Chapters 3 and 5 of the FSEIS provide details on the projected impacts and
mitigation associated with the resources in the Ridges Basin area.

IN63-5 Even though Ridges Basin Reservoir may compete for visitors with other
reservoirs within the regional area, it is doubtful that overall visitation at other
reservoirs will decrease.  Reclamation believes that the visitation estimates for the
proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir are viable because the estimates are supported by
independent studies that show that there is an increased demand for flat water
recreation opportunities, both nationwide and within the State of Colorado.  As
discussed in Section 3.11 under Project Area Reservoir Recreation, Reclamation
used visitation estimates at Ridgeway Reservoir to help predict visitation at the
proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir.  Because both reservoirs would have similar
characteristics, Reclamation believes that Ridges Basin Reservoir will have
comparable visitation use figures.
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IN64-1 Comments noted.  The discussion of the No Action Alternative has been
expanded in the FSEIS.  However, there are several serious shortcomings to
this alternative with regard to implementation of the Settlement Act.

IN64-2 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of Colorado Water Law and
Colorado compact consideration.

IN64-3 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of the need for a benefit-cost
analysis.

IN64-4 The water rights that the Southern Ute Indian Tribe have on the Pine River were
settled by a federal court decree in 1930.  The water rights claims being settled
under the ALP Project are in addition to the 1930 decreed rights.  The total water
rights for the two Tribes are based on a U.S. Department of Justice water rights
claim that would require water in excess of what was decreed in 1930 on the Pine
River for the Southern Ute Indian Tribe.

IN64-5 Comment noted.
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IN65-1 Comment noted.

IN65-2 The range of future water uses included in the FSEIS was intended to provide
general information on how the Colorado Ute Tribes may elect to use their
project water in the future.  While these uses were developed in consultation
with the Tribes, ultimately the decision to implement some, all, or none of the
uses, will be the Tribes' decision.  However, any future implementation will be
subject to NEPA compliance at that time.  A list of actions which would
“trigger” NEPA is included in Section 2.1.1.  Refer to General Comment No. 6.
for a discussion of future water uses

IN65-3 Refer to General Comment No. 3 for a discussion of the rationale for pumping
water.

IN65-4 Refer to response to Comment IN84-2.  

IN65-5 Water conservation measures discussed in the DSEIS focused on agricultural
conservation through eliminating leaking irrigation ditches, converting from
flood to sprinkler irrigation, etc.  A section on water conservation from domestic
and M&I measures has been included in Section 2.4.1of the FSEIS.  Refined
Alternative 6 addresses utilization of water from other projects and
demonstrates the possibility of meeting a portion of the water demands
identified.  The primary sources of water from existing facilities come from the
Navajo and Lemon Reservoirs.  Other facilities, such as Vallecito, suffer
substantial water shortage in dry years, and therefore, have little additional
supply.  In fact, even employing water conservation measures in these facilities
yielded very little water due to the dry year shortages.  Water conservation
measures do not always yield additional water.  They reduce diversion demand
but typically do not produce more water in a river basin.  For example, lining
canals, using low water use plumbing facilities and better controlling irrigation
runoff only affect the diverted volumes of water and reduce storage
requirements.  The net depletion to the river does not change from employing
these features and no net water is provided, especially when the controlling
environmental conditions exist downstream in the San Juan River where the
conservation measures have little effect.  For these reasons, conservation does
not yield sufficient water to meet the demands of the project.

IN65-6 The FSEIS includes an analysis of growth and other impacts on the social fabric
of the community.  Refer to Section 3.12.3 for a related discussion.  Also refer
to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of growth issues.

IN65-7 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of the impacts to wildlife
habitat and the elk herd at Bodo.
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IN65-8 Refer to General Comment No. 14 for a discussion of the water rights claims of
the Colorado Ute Tribes.  

IN65-9 Refer to General Comment No. 15.

IN65-10 Comments noted.
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IN66-1 Refer to General Comment No. 14 for a discussion of the water rights issues. 

IN66-2 Comment noted.
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IN66-3 Refer to General comment No. 12 for a discussion of regional demands for
M&I water.3
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